BEF ORE THE TENNESSEE REGULATORY AUTHORITY

NASHVILLE TENNESSEE

August 28,2002

: ’INRE | k ) | |

, VPETITION FOR APPROVAL OF ) 'DOCKET NO. 02-00582 -
- INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT y P e L TR
- BETWEEN UNITED TELEPHONE- )

 SOUTHEAST, INC, AND METROCALL )

: VINC , :

- ORDER APPROVING

INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT g

Thrs matter came before Chalrman Sara Kyle Drrector Deborah Taylor Tate and"[,

Dlrector Ron Jones of the Tennessee Regulatory Authorrty (the “Authonty’ ), the votmg panel

' : assrgned to thls docket at a regularly scheduled Authonty Conference held on July 23, 2002 o

. consider, pursuant to 47 U.S.C. § 252 the Petrtron for approval of an mterconnectlon agreementjff;: . -

'negotlated between Umted Telephone-Southeast Inc. and Metrocall Inc ﬁled on May 20 2002

Based upon the revrew of the agreement, the record in th1s matter, and the standards for,{ S

k' . ) rev1ew set forth in47 U.S. C. § 252 the Dlrectors unammously granted the Petltron and made the ; 3 o

i followrng ﬁndmgs and conclusrons

o ‘,§;65-"4-104' :

2 l)f - The Authorrty has jurisdiction over public utilities pursuant to T enn. Code,Ann; 3 .
S 2) The agreement is 1n the pubhc mterest asit prov1des consumers wrth altematlvef' G

sources of telecommumcatlons services within the United Telephone-Southeast,fv Inc. service,-f

Ll area.




33) ~ The agreement is not dlscnmmatory to telecommumcatxons service provrders o

that are not partres thereto
'.4) 47U S C. § 252(e)(2)(A) provides that a state comm1ss1on may reject a
negotlated agreement only if it “dlscnmlnates agalnst a telecommunications carner not a party to ,

the agreemen 7 or if the 1mp1ementat10n of the agreement “is not con31stent w1th the pubhc, ’ “ /

a mterest oonvemence or neces31ty » Unlike arbltrated agreements, a state commlssmn may not

(L reject a negotlated agreement on the grounds that the agreement fails to meet the reqmrements of

| 47 U S.C. §§ 251 or 252(d).! Thus, although the Authonty finds that nerther ground for rejectlon
of a negotlated agreement ex1sts, this finding should not be construed to mean that the agreement
. is con31stent with §§ 251 or 252(d) or, for that matter, prev1ous Authorlty dec1810ns |
5  No person or entity has sought to intervene in this docket. |
- | 6) The agreement is rev1ewab1e by the Authority pursuant to 47 U. S C. § 252 and
“Tenn. Code Ann, § 65-4-104,
; ITIS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT:

The Petltlon is granted, and the mterconnectwn agreement negotlated between United

By "'Telephone-Southeast Inc. and Metrocall, Inc. is approved and is subject to the review of the'

_ Authority as provided herem.‘

M&

Sara Kyle, Chairman

- 'See47US.C. § 252(e)(2)(B)(Supp. 2001).




